In contrast, Roger Gibbins' perceptive essay is written from a pan-Canadian perspective. 6 Gibbins regards the erosion of federal institutions and political authority as the great crisis of Canadian federalism. The unrepresentative character of our national political institutions has produced strong sentiments for reform in Western
Canada. Yet the West has been unable to generate any coherent, alternative vision of how the country ought to function. Instead, the articulation of Western discontent has been monopolized by provincial premiers whose uppermost concern has been to preserve their own prerogatives and power. In Gibbins' view, a succession of Western premiers has been far more interested in minor refinements to the existing system that would safeguard provincial power rather than in fundamental reform. Thus, In his view, this follows from the fact that, although the various judges were reading the same constitutional history and precedents, they came to radically different conclusions on the legal issues. Unfortunately, though, Lederman's analysis raises more questions than it answers. If the essence of constitutional adjudication consists of asking jurists to elaborate their beliefs about the nature of Canadian federalism, how does this process differ from political reasoning in general? Moreover, why should choices of this type be the preserve of an unrepresentative group of elite lawyers? 10 Lederman does not resolve these underlying problems. 11 Noting that the judgments of the court were thorough and scholarly, he concludes that "authoritative judicial review is alive and well and living in Canada" (p. 187).
Peter Russell is more critical of the Court's performance. 12 
